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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . 1 . This comnnunication is in response to tlie Applicants' Appeal brief mailed 
on January 10, 2008. Claims 5-7, 9, 11, 20 and 21 of the application are pending. This 
office action is made final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. §112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner 
and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out 
his invention. 

3. Claims 5-7, 9, 1 1 and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claim 21 states in part, "preparing first connections to connect the first event of the 
engineering activity to a set of second events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect 
relationship". The specification does not describe anywhere connecting the first event of the 
engineering activity to a set of second events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect 
relationship. The cause-and-effect relationship between the activities is not described anywhere 
in the specification. Therefore, claim 21 has no support in the specification. 

Claims 5-7, 9, 1 1 and 20 are rejected because of their dependence on rejected claims. 
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Claim Interpretations 

4. The specification describes at Para 003, engineering process having units having 
relationships; at Para 006, a first unit, a set of second units and a third unit; a second unit 
connected to a first unit; a third unit determined from the second units, which has a relationship 
with the first unit; at Para 001 1, that the third unit can be a predecessor or successor of the 
first unit; at Para 0013, that units represent activities or results of the activities; a set of activities 
being able to act on an event; an event being a precondition for a plurality of activities; at Para 
0031, that units are embodied as activities or results; at Para 0033, that activities have direct 
predecessors and direct successors; the predecessor results are illustrated; at Para 0035, that 
connection criteria includes predecessors and successors; units of different type are results 
and activities; at Para 0037, selecting a plurality of first units for which third units are 
determined from second units; at Para 0038, results are selected and all the following activities 
are determined; results being predecessors of activities; activities give rise to results. 

Based on the above description, it is clear that the engineering process comprises of 
numerous activities; the activities have predecessors and successors. Therefore, the activities are 
connected in a predecessor/successor relationship. Since the specification does not describe the 
cause-and-effect relationship, but describes the predecessor/successor relationship, the 
Examiner has interpreted the cause and-effect relationship to be same as the 
predecessor/successor relationship. 

The specification describes results being predecessors of activities and activities giving 
rise to results. It also describes a set of activities being able to act on an event and an event being 
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a precondition for a plurality of activities. Therefore, the Examiner has interpreted an event 
to be same as a result. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 5-7, 1 1 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Valko 
(U.S. Patent 5,303,170). 



6. 1 Valko teaches system and method for process modeling and project planning. 
Specifically, as per claim 21, Valko teaches a (processing) method (for an engineering activity) 
(CLl, L7-8 Ll-9; CLl, LlO-18; CLl, L35-37; CL2, L43-64), comprising: 

modeling an engineering activity having a plurality of interrelated events with 
relationships defined between the events (Fig. 1; CLl, LlO-18; CLl, L51-53; CL2, L43-64; CL3, 
L27-31;CL3,L43-45); 

displaying the model of the engineering activity with all relationships being shown (Fig. 
1; CL3, L27-31; Fig. 9, Item 906; CL3, L43-465); 

selecting a first event of the engineering activity using a graphical user interface (CL2, 
L43-47; CL14, L48-49; Fig. 9, Items 602 and 906: it is inherent that such computer systems are 
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provided with graphical user interface; See Agrawal et al. (U.S. Patent 6,278,977): CL3, L24- 
29); 

preparing first connections to connect the first event of the engineering activity to a set of 
second events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect relationship (Fig. 1, A to B; B to 
C, D and E: Cause-and-effect relationship is interpreted as predecessor/successor relationship 
CL2, L51-54; CL3, L43-45); 

determining at least one third event of the engineering activity from the set of second 
events (Fig. 1, D to F); 

preparing at least one second connection to connect the at least one third event to the first 
event in a predecessor/successor relationship (Fig. 1, F to B); and 

displaying the first event together with connections selected from the group consisting of 
the first connections and the at least one second connection, the first event and the connections 
being displayed without displaying any relationship unless the relationship is defined by a first or 
second connection (Fig. 1, First event = B; First connection = B to D; Second connection = F to 
B). 

Per claim 5: Valko teaches that the events have a predecessor/successor relationship with 
respect to one another (CL2, L43-47; CL2, L51-54; CL2, L61-64). 

Per claims 6 and 7, Valko teaches that the first event precedes the third event in the 
predecessor/successor relationship; the third event succeeds the first event in the 
predecessor/successor relationship (Fig. 1, B to F). 
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Per claim 1 1 : Valko teaches that the graphical representation is effected by means of 
actuation using a context-sensitive menu (CL2, L43-47; Fig. 9, Items 602 and 906: it is inherent 
that such computer systems are provided with graphical user interface which provide context- 
sensitive menu; See Agrawal et al. (U.S. Patent 6,278,977): CL3, L24-29). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 

8. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co. , 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

9. Claims 9 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Valko 
(U.S. Patent 5,303,170) in view of Agrawal et al. (U.S. Patent 6,278,977). 
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9. 1 As per claims 9 and 20, Valko does not expressly teach that the events have associated 
information generated as results of the activities. Agrawal et al. teaches that the events have 
associated information generated as results of the activities (CL7, L57-59). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify the 
method of Valko with the method of Agrawal et al. that included the events having associated 
information generated as results of the activities, because that would allow the methodology to 
automatically derive and steadily improve the process model and project planning (Abstract, L3- 
9). 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to 35 USC 1 12 First Paragraph, 102(b) and 103 (a) 
rejections filed on January 10, 2008 have been considered. Applicant's arguments with respect 
to 35 USC 1 12 First Paragraph, 102(b) and 103 (a) rejections are nor persuasive. 

10.1 As per the applicant's argument that "The Office Action asserts that the specification 
does not describe anywhere connecting the first event of the engineering activity to a set of 
second events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect relationship; the cause-and-effect 
relationship between the activities is not described anywhere in the specification; Fig. 1, to the 
contrary, indicates that a predecessor (activity 101) leads to a successor (result 102), which one 
of skill in the art would understand to be a "cause-and-defect relationship"; connections are 
shown being prepared to connect a first event of an engineering activity 101 to a set of second 
events of the engineering activity 101 in a cause-and- effect relationship in Figs. 1 and 2, and 
described at page 3, lines 13-19 and page 5, lines 22-29 of the Enghsh translation of the 
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International Application PCT/DEOO/00075, a copy of which was filed originally with the 
application; explicit support for claim language, moreover, is not required; it is well-settled, that 
the test for compliance with the description requirement is whether a person skilled in the art 
would reasonably conclude from the disclosure whose filing date is being relied on that the 
inventor had possession, as of the filing date, of the claimed invention; Fig. 1, to the contrary, 
indicates that a predecessor (activity 101) leads to a successor (result 102), which one of skill in 
the art would understand to be a "cause-and-defect relationship"; thus, the specification does 
describe a cause-and-effect relationship in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which 
it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention', the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

The Examiner takes the position that what the applicant has shown in Fig. 1, Fig. 2 and 
Fig 3 of the application are activity networks connecting various activities. As Explained in 
paragraphs 3 and 4 above, the activities have predecessors and successors. The relationship 
between the predecessors and successors is not described in the specification as cause-and-effect 
relationship. Particularly Page 3, Lines 13-19 and Page 5, Lines 22-29 of the English translation 
of the International Application PCT/DEOO/00075 do not describe cause-and-effect relationship. 
Rather, these lines describe "activities being permissible only after specific results" and "direct 
predecessors and direct successors given as connection criterion". The applicant simply argues 
the cause-and-effect relationship which is not in his specification. The Examiner takes the firm 
position that one of ordinary skill in the art would not understand and would not conclude the 
predecessor-successor relationship to be a cause-and-defect relationship. Looking at Fig. 2 of 
the application. Item 102, Temporary arrangement plan has Item 203, Project deadline plan. Item 
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206, Tender documents and Item 210, Pipeline plan as predecessors. There is no cause-and- 
effect relationship between the predecessors. Item 203, Project deadline plan. Item 206, Tender 
documents and Item 210, Pipeline plan and the successor Item 102, Temporary arrangement 
plan. 

Taking another Example, Fig. 2 of U.S. Patent 5, 503, 249 which was also used by the 
examiner in previous rejections, when an elevator stops at a floor, it opens its doors. Then 
passengers deboard from the car and then waiting passengers board the car. Then the elevator 
closes its door. One will not understand that passenger deboarding the car is the cause of 
passenger boarding the car. Similarly, one will not understand that passenger boarding the car is 
the cause of elevator closing its doors. It is always not necessary for the passengers to deboard 
the car, before passengers board the car. If the car does not have any passenger who wants to 
deboard at that floor, then no passenger will deboard the car. Similarly, if no passenger is 
waiting at that floor to board the car, then no passenger will board the car. Therefore, one will 
not conclude that passenger boarding the car is the effect of passenger deboarding the car. One 
will not also conclude that passenger boarding the car is the cause of elevator closing the door. 
While there are predecessor-successor relationships among these activities, there are no cause- 
and-effect relationships. In all activity networks used in Engineering such as project planning 
and control, product integration etc. there are predecessor-successor relationships, but not cause- 
and-effect relationships. 

10.2 As per the applicant's argument that "Valko neither teaches, discloses, nor suggests 
preparing first connections to connect the first event of the engineering activity to a set of second 
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events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect relationship; Valko is determining the 
availability of alternative resources required before an activity can commence, not causes for the 
activity; since Valko defines alternative resources required to commence an activity, Valko is not 
preparing first connections to connect the first event of the engineering activity to a set of second 
events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect relationship; in Valko successors to 
starting an activity are signaled when a set of prerequisites necessary to start an activity are 
present; prerequisites are not causes; there is no cause-and-in effect relationship between the 
activity and the prerequisites to starting the activity, or between the successors to starting the 
activity and the activity; the activity and the successors to starting the activity are just waiting to 
see when the prerequisites to starting the activity are present; since, in Valko, successors to 
starting an activity are signaled when a set of prerequisites necessary to start an activity are 
present, Valko is not preparing first connections to connect the first event of the engineering 
activity to a set of second events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect relationship" 
the Examiner takes the position that the activity network claimed by the applicant has only 
predecessor-successor relationship and no cause-and-effect relationship, as explained in 
Paragraph 10.1 above. 

In addition, in the applicant's activity network of Fig.2, there are numerous resources. 
Items 201 to 212 required for performing the activity 101, check and modify arrangement plan of 
the tender. Therefore, the availability of these resources is signaled to the activity 101 in Fig. 2 
of the applicant's invention. The use of resources as precondition for an activity and signaling 
the presence of the resources are in Applicant's Fig 2 and Fig. 3. All the dotted lines feeding 
into start of an activity are signaling the presence of resources required for starting that activity 
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in the applicant's Fig. 2 and Fig. 3. The Applicant has exactly the same activity model as Valko 
reference. 

10.3 As per the applicant's argument that "In Valko each activity may have one or more signal 
lines connecting it to other activities in the network or to itself in a feedback loop; feedback is 
gathered after the activity takes place, and is thus not causation; since, in Valko, each activity 
may have one or more signal lines connecting it to other activities in the network or to itself in a 
feedback loop, Valko is not preparing first connections to connect the first event of the 
engineering activity to a set of second events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect 
relationship", the Examiner takes the position that the activity network claimed by the applicant 
has only predecessor-successor relationship and no cause-and-effect relationship, as explained in 
Paragraph 10.1 above. 

In addition, specification Page 1, Para 006 states, a first unit is connected to a set of 
second units in a predefined fashion; at least one third unit is determined from the set of second 
units, which has a relationship with the first unit; Page 2, Para 001 1 states that the at least one 
third unit can be a predecessor or successor of the first unit. The Examiner directs the 
applicant to explain, if the third unit that follows the second unit that flows the first unit is the 
predecessor of the first unit, is there not a feedback lop from the third unit to the first unit. If it is 
not feedback loop, then when the third unit is the predecessor to the first unit, is it a feed forward 
loop? 
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10.4 As per the applicant's argument that "in Valko, the model waits for signals from some 
number of prerequisites to start an activity; the activity is going to start, the model is just waiting 
to see when the prerequisites to starting the activity are present; since, in Valko, the model waits 
for signals from some number of prerequisites to start an activity, Valko is not preparing first 
connections to connect the first event of the engineering activity to a set of second events of the 
engineering activity in a cause-and-effect relationship", the Examiner takes the position that the 
activity network claimed by the applicant has only predecessor-successor relationship and no 
cause-and-effect relationship, as explained in Paragraph 10.1 above. 

In addition, the Examiner takes the position that in Fig. 2 of the application, the activity 
101, check and modify arrangement plan of tender waits for the resources 201 to 21 1 to be 
present. Only when these resources are available the activity 101 can occur. The applicant may 
choose to call the units 201 to 212 as results, but one of ordinary skill in the art will conclude 
that these are the resources required for performing activity 101 . In the applicant's Fig. 2, 
activity 101 waits for the results or resources 201 to 212 to be present, for the start of the 
activity. If these resources are not present, activity 101 cannot occur. Applicant's attention is 
also directed to Fig. 3 of the application where the activities 301 to 304 wait for the resources fed 
into the small circles at the start of the arrows representing the activities. The Applicant is 
directed to show how he can claim that his activities are not waiting for the resources fed into the 
small circles at the start of the activity arrows. 

10.5 As per the applicant's argument that, "the network shown in Fig. 1 of Valko, is made up 
of a plurality of activities 102- 112 selectively connected with one another by way of signal 
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lines, not in a cause-and-effect relationship; since the network shown in Fig. 1 of Valko is made 
up of a plurality of activities 102-1 12 selectively connected with one another by way of signal 
lines, Valko is not preparing first connections to connect the first event of the engineering 
activity to a set of second events of the engineering activity in a cause-and-effect relationship", 
the Examiner takes the position that the activity network claimed by the applicant has only 
predecessor-successor relationship and no cause-and-effect relationship, as explained in 
Paragraph 10.1 above. 

In addition, the applicanf s activity network also uses signal lines to indicate the presence 
of predecessors to the activity as shown in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3. If there are no signals going from 
predecessors 201 to 212 in Fig 2, to the activity 101, how does the activity 101 start? Is it by 
simply guessing when the predecessors are present or by intuition? The applicants have chosen 
to apply selective ignorance to argue the existence of the cause-and-effect relationship and lack 
of signals in their activity network and presence of signals in the Valko reference. In Fig. 3 of 
the application, how do the predecessors of the activities 301 to 304, viz., the resources feeding 
into the small circles at the start of the arrows of the activities indicate to the activities the 
presence of the results? May be by black magic? The Examiner takes the position that the 
resources feeding into the small circles send signals (in computer implementation, an interrupt or 
a polling has to occur, to verify the existence of the resources or results) to the activities 301 to 
304, so they can start executing. 
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Conclusion 
ACTION IS FINAL 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claim rejections under 35 USC 112 First 
Paragraph, 102(b) and 103 (a) are not persuasive. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE 
FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning tliis comnnunication or earlier comnnunications from tlie 
examiner sliould be directed to Dr. Kandasamy Tliangavelu wliose teleplione number is 
571-272-3717. Tlie examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 
8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Rodriguez, can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

K. Thangavelu 
Art Unit 2123 
April 3, 2008 

/Paul L Rodriguez/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2123 



